This contribution focuses on the relation between CSR ideas and policies. On the basis of a series of interviews and documents' analyses, it identifies three professional élites -activist-lawyers; financial analysts; and international accountants -as the "architects" of the current debate on CSR policies, in the EU context. The author questions why and how they succeeded in shaping the public debate on business social and environmental accountability. He claims that their views on CSR are underpinned by rather different underlying rationales, coming from Law, Finance, and Accountancy, and by distinct professional interests. The chapter shows how these actors used these arguments to push their (partially) competing agendas and professional claims. In particular, the paper focuses on the impact of these professions on the European regulatory debate on social and environmental reporting, as a lens to study these distinct approaches. The conclusions highlight the need for a more reflexive sociological approach to CSR, which would reveal and openly discuss the co-existence -under the officialized story -of different rationales and interests.
The analysis appears to support the research hypothesis. Following the outbreak of the global financial crisis, EU public authorities shown a willingness to talk about CSR regulation and, in particular, transparency and disclosure. This regulatory 'window of opportunity' triggered the interest of human rights and environmental activist-lawyers, normally unconcerned about changes in accounting rules, as well as financial analysts, usually rather 'detached' from social and environmental matters.
This situation provoked the reaction of international professional accountants, who had progressively gained control over accounting rule-making from EU and national politics (Dewin and Russell 2007; Botzem 2012) and suddenly had to defend their autonomy and legitimate authority.
Theoretical approach and research methodology
The theoretical approach deployed by this study is drawing from different contributions from accounting, sociology and political economy (e.g. Crouch 2010; Dezalay and Madsen 2012; Graz and Nolke, 2007) . In particular, it builds on the work of Djelic and Quack (2010) on professions and transnational social networks. Namely, the study analyses professional accountants; activist-lawyers and financial analysts as Transnational Communities (TCs) of professionals. Adopting this theoretical framework, the article attempts to go beyond most of the literature, which has been overwhelmingly focused on different national 'models' (Matten and Moon, 2008; Gjolberg 2010) or on certain stakeholders, e.g. employers; NGOs; investors; etc. (Ungericht and Hirt, 2010; Kinderman 2013) , relegating professional communities to the role of individual experts. Djelic and Quack define TCs as social groups that emerge from mutual interaction across national boundaries, oriented around a common project or 'imagined' identity. This common project or identity is constructed and sustained through the active engagement and involvement of at least some of its members. Such communities can overlap in different ways with formal organizations.
However, in principle, they do not need formal organization to be sustained.
This actor-centred approach perfectly fits the objectives of the study. The aim is to generate a number of insights on structural changes, while acknowledging the role of agency and reflexivity. In fact, it stresses that the opening up of new regulatory spaces (CSR reporting regulation) is likely to generate conflicts over the material and symbolic occupation of this space (see also Djelic and and Sahlin-Andersson 2006; Djelic and Quack 2012) . Furthermore, adopting this historical perspective (Djelic and Quack 2007; Djelic and Etchanchu, 2014) , it also shed light on cumulative progress of gradual changes, which took place between 2006 and 2013, at different levels of regulation and through varying modes of governance.
To investigate empirically the role of these TCs in the emerging EU regulation of CSR, the research applied a "process theory" perspective (cf. Langley 1999; Pierson, 2004) . This research methodology gives particular attention to time ordering of the contributory events as a way of capturing the key factors that explain the role of different actors in shaping policy and regulatory changes. Similarly to other recent studies aimed at empirically exploring changes in the transnational regulation of accounting (cfr. Botzem, 2012) , the research strategy consists in a "causal reconstruction", which links initial conditions to observable outcomes (cf. Mahoney, 2001; Mayntz, 2004) . Rather than being an aprioristic decision, the selection of the key actors that have been empirically investigated has gradually emerged from the interviews (see Annex 1). Then, in order to strengthen the interviews' findings, the study has systematically assessed changes in the position of these key actors towards the EU proposed directive on CSR reporting. This further step has been accomplished through a content analysis of the main public documents and press releases the actors have issued between 2009 and 2014 on this issues. The document analysis has provided a dense understanding of cumulative institutional changes and the interplay between different agents in shaping the emerging regulatory field of EU CSR reporting. In particular, it has offered insights about the different language, arguments and ideas adopted by the three TCs of professionals. To this, it is worth to stress that the three competing rationales identified by this study -coming from Law, Accountancy and Finance -should be seen as kind of ideal types, representing historically and socially constructed institutional paths and competing 'traditions'. questions about the ultimate purpose of business in society (interview# 10). In 2011, the EU Commission changed its position and announced that "will present a legislative proposal on the transparency of the social and environmental information provided by companies in all sector." (Commission 2011: 15) The section will follow the intertwined "moves" of professional accountants; activist-lawyers and financial analysts acting and reacting to shape the emerging EU regulatory field of CSR reporting.
The end of voluntary CSR reporting and the role of professional communities

2008-2010. The crisis and the momentum for mandatory CSR reporting
For the scope of this paper, the period that immediately follows the outset of the crisis is characterised by four interrelated 'moves'. This gradual shift of EU policy-makers away from voluntary CSR reporting, and the activism of financial analysts and lawyers could threaten professional accountants'
power. This had already been weakened by the financial crisis (off-balance sheet accounting and fair value accounting were identified as important causes) and the G20
(15 November 2008) had openly questioned the governance structure of accounting standard-setters, calling for immediate actions (G20, 2008: 6) . Therefore, while the rise of mandatory CSR reporting could have represented a good business opportunity for accountants (e.g. Deloitte and the Economist Unit, 2004; KPMG 2008; KPMG et al. 2010 and , the question was whether they were in a position to take it. In fact, moving too far away from financial accounting (e.g. human rights due diligence, carbon disclosure, water consumption) could cast doubt on their professional authority and expertise.
The most explicit response to this challenge came already in December 2008.
The FEE (Federation of European Accountants) published a discussion paper which was aimed at sending out three messages (FEE 2008 
-2013. Regulating non-financial disclosure
The year 2011 marked a new phase in the EU debate on CSR reporting regulation. were seen again as 'the problem'. Imposing rules on business was politically difficult.
As synthesized by a top EU officer, at the beginning they "wanted to go far, to do something that really make a difference", then "overtime and working with other DGs", they "realized that you cannot go too far. Because otherwise you would have a backlash with the industry, with the associations, with some Member States."
(interview # 10) However, there is also a third element, perhaps less apparent, related to what Dezalay (1991) called 'territorial battles and tribal disputes' that are the subject of this article. The accounting profession was able to 'neutralise' this potentially threatening development and effectively push back activist-layers and financial analysts, exploiting its strategic positions within the accounting regulatory field.
During this phase, the accountants' community was able to 'play' multiple identities: independent external experts (FEE, PwC, IIRC), private and public standard setters (IASB, EFRAG) and, in particular, EU policy-makers (Unit F3, DG MARKT). On the other hand, according to the interviewees, activist-lawyers' and financial analysts had only external and limited access to the work of DG MARKT (interviews # 6; 7;
15). The fact that the file was assigned to the 'Accounting and financial reporting' Unit (instead of, for instance, the Corporate Governance and CSR Unit) was extremely consequential for the future legislative proposal unveiled in April 2013. As it emerged from the fieldwork, this created a paradoxical situation. Most of the Unit had a professional and educational background in financial accounting. Therefore, they lacked a good understanding of social and environmental matters and their relevance.
As one officer admitted "we are not CSR experts." (interview # 10) The issue was new to this Unit, which only in 2010 started to "build up some knowledge" on it (interview # 10). Drawing on the accounting mindset, the word CSR or even ESG was shelved.
The proposal refers to 'non-financial' disclosure, a non-definition that reveals the discomfort of financial accountants in dealing with something else than financial information, something broad and hard to define (Monciardini, 2013) .
Since the beginning, the Unit decided to rely on existing reporting frameworks, rather than developing a EU set of KPIs, because "there is no need to re-invent the wheel" (interviews 10; 11; 12). However, DG Environment (ENV) assessment for a parallel, similar initiative had reached exactly the opposite conclusion (interview # 14). Because of the lack of standardized a reliable methodologies for reporting, the EU should proceed to an harmonization of the fragmented regulatory landscape.
Otherwise, "claims and reports would continue to vary in ambition (i.e. quality of information and scope) and would not allow any sort of comparison or benchmarking." processes. Furthermore, it managed to limit the application of the so-called "safe harbour clause", which allows companies to avoid disclosure if the information would be seriously prejudicial to the entity's commercial interests. Two issues that had been raised by ECCJ activist-lawyers (ECCJ 2014). Notably, it was also introduced a review mechanism, which will oblige the Commission to produce, by the end of 2016, nonbinding guidelines for reporting (including relevant KPIs). By 2018, the Commission will also have to publish a detailed report on the directive implementation accompanied, if appropriate, by legislative proposals.
What counts? Accountancy, Finance and Law's competing regulatory rationales
In order to understand the different definitions of CSR disclosure projected by financial analysts, activist-lawyers and international accountants, one should consider the underlying rationales that underpin them, relying on Finance, Law and Accountancy knowledge and values. In effect, according to Djelic and Quack (2010) ." The letter also calls the attention to the problem of avoiding "any risk of 'boilerplate' text in reports to investors, we should ensure that financial statements reflect the most relevant information." (FEE, 2011: 3) Similarly, after the publication of the EU Commission legislative proposal, the President of ICAEW, Sleigh-Johnson, warned: "If the information is not bespoke and of relevance to investors, it will just lead to clutter and 'boilerplate'." (EurActive, 2013) According to this rather narrow view, non-financial information should be considered only if they fit into the characterization used for financial disclosure.
Activist-lawyers offer a completely different rationale for mandatory CSR reporting, which is related to transparency and the 'right to know' about the impact of corporations on society and the environment. They relate social and environmental accounting raison d'être to corporate accountability and the concern over the power and influence of corporations on "every aspect of our lives: water, gas, news, environment, schools and even unborn babies." (Mitchell and Sikka 2005) As Gray pointed out, "accountability is based on the principal of rights to information -rights which derive from a number of sources: legal, quasi-legal, moral and so on." (2005: 3) According to this view, the state has the duty to protect and provide access to remedies, while corporations have the responsibility to respect, in particular, the 
Conclusions. Towards a reflexive sociological approach
The article has provided an exploratory analysis of the competing professional claims and underlying rationales of international professional accountants, financial analysts and activist-lawyers as regards the content and mode of the EU emerging regulation of CSR reporting. Drawing on Djelic and Quack (2010) , it has deployed a reflexive sociological approach to this subject matter, considering these three Adopting this reflexive sociological approach to CSR regulation, the researcher has been able to trespass some of the lines that characterise the current literature. In fact, one of the consequences of the growing complexity and expansion of CSR reporting is that the literature struggles to deal with such an interdisciplinary and multi-layered subject, situated at the crossroads of various disciplines. Furthermore, there is the complexity of studying a transnational regulation, which is transforming ad infinitum making the boundaries of such subject institutionally, territorially and content-wise dynamic (Zumbansen 2011; Madsen 2006) . Therefore, any comprehensive exploration of CSR has to be adjusted to the indeterminacy of the research object, producing cross-pollination between its many components, without being hampered by pre-defined distinctions between 'social' and 'economic'; 'financial' and 'non-financial'; 'mandatory' and 'voluntary'; etc. A reflexive sociological 'polycentric approach' contains untapped intellectual resources to explore undergoing transformations, not excluding any of the co-producers of these changes. This approach could be particularly relevant as it reveals that different rationales for CSR reporting would have major social, economic and environmental implications.
As for future researches the study suggests that the 'intrusion' of activistlawyers and financial analysts is turning the fied of CSR reporting between two 'opposite poles': transparency and materiality. */** Out of 19 in-depth, semi-structured, élite interviews, two EC officers (# 1; # 2) have been interviewed twice (also # 9; # 12), because of the relevance of their information. This allowed the researcher to better assess changes over time in the perception of CSR reporting regulation within the EC. It also allowed to verify information that had emerged progressively from the fieldwork. In four cases it has been impossible to arrange a meeting for an interview in person.
Therefore the interviewee has been reached by phone. In only one case (Prof. Capron), the questions/answers have been exchanged by email. 
